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Introduction . 
This is one of five brief notes designed to stimulate an ICW’95 discussion on 
priority setting within the CGIAR. TAC’s purpose in this note is to discuss its 
understanding of the guidelines laid out by the Group, to highlight some themes important 
to priority setting that seem to warrant further attention, and to encourage a further 
discussion of the major elements of priority setting for the System. TAC is aware that 
the Group expects leadership from TAC on many of these issues and that the Group 
frequently has expressed its point of view on criteria for priority setting. Even so, there 
is scope for added clarity and such clarity can only improve the quality of the System’s 
decision making. 
In what follows TAC sets out what it believes are the major elements shaping 
CGIAR decision making. TAC also lays out for review a framework for the current 
round of priority setting. TAC expects that further discussion at ICW’95 will sometimes 
affi, sometimes modify, its perceptions of the principal considerations. Given such 
discussion, TAC can more effectively proceed on framing recommendations for the 
System’s priorities for resource allocation during 1998-2000. 
Primary Objectives 
Priorities for activities pursued by the CGIAR System rest first on the primary 
concerns of the Group as it views the System. As TAC sees it, four direct concerns 
combine to form the basis for CGIAR decision making. 
Repeatedly, especially in the past two years, the Group has affirmed its 
overarching concern for sustainable food security through the alleviation of poverty and 
the protection of natural resources (especially land, water, and biodiversity and, more 
recently, fisheries and forests) in developing countries. Recently the Group has explicitly 
reaffirmed the view that the System’s work should be “people-centred” . Given the 
primary concern for poverty, TAC takes this to mean centred on the needs of poor people 
in developing countries. Finally, and especially in the last five years, the Group has 
made evident an ever stronger concern for efficiency in the use of System resources in the 
pursuit of its overarching goals. 
Against this background, then, TAC understands that its priority setting should 
feature a people centred approach that is efficient in alleviating poverty and protecting 
natural resources in poor countries, thereby assuring sustainable food security. 
Relating CGIAR Objectives and Activities 
Various CGIAR publications, including its Vision Statement, describe the 
relationship between agricultural research (broadly defined), poverty alleviation, and 
protecting natural resources. 
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Briefly put, for countries with a high proportion of the work force in agriculture 
(taken to include crops, fisheries, forests and livestock) or with a high proportion of the 
average family’s budget going to its products, increases in the productivity of resources 
committed to agriculture are an essential part of achieving income growth, itself essential 
to poverty alleviation. Two pathways are thought to be critical in this process. The first 
involves the productivity-induced, increased incomes within agriculture; these lead to 
widening rounds of spending outside the sector, fostering higher incomes there, as well.. 
This is agriculture as an “engine ‘of growth”. The second pathway emerges from the 
lower food prices that follow the increased output made possible by the higher 
productivity. The reduction in prices brings an accompanying increase in real incomes 
for food consumers; these higher real incomes also stimulate the growth process. The 
greater the proportion of the work force in agriculture (broadly defined) or .the greater the 
proportion of the average family budget spent on foodstuffs, the larger the effect on 
economic growth and poverty alleviation of productivity increases in agriculture. It is 
widely recognized that the principal source of productivity increases in agriculture has 
been the improved technologies supplied by agricultural research. 
Productivity increases, with their various consequences for income, also lead to 
less pressure on low potential environments. (As an example, it has been estimated that, 
were India to produce the quantity of wheat utilized today with the technologies of the 
early 197Os, over 40,000,OOO extra hectares of wheat land would be required. Clearly 
such an increase in the area devoted to wheat would have required dramatic expansions 
onto marginal lands and lands currently in forests, with quite predictable consequences for 
natural resources.) This is one way, perhaps to date the major way, that research on 
technologies for agriculture has benefitted the environment. 
Beyond this indirect effect, however, research has led directly to better protection 
for natural resources, (For example, resistant plants lead to reduced use of pesticides as 
does integrated pest management, and studies of biodiversity lead to more effective 
conservation.) In the future, it is expected that research will have more direct, beneficial 
effects for natural resources. 
The work of the CGIAR centres, then relates directly to the overarching goals of 
the Group through this chain of cause and effect: research has led to productivity- 
increasing, resource-conserving agricultural technologies, whose adoption has brought 
productivity increases, resources, which have brought economic growth, poverty 
alleviation, and reduced threats to natural resources. 
Derived Considerations 
From the four primary concerns motivating the System’s decision making, several 
further considerations can be derived; most of these follow from the Group’s emphasis on 
efficiency in the pursuit of its goals. The following discussion outlines TAC’s sense of 
the most important of these derived considerations. 
About Sustaiuable Food Security -- Almost certainly TAC has correctly 
identified the major goals being pursued. Even so, there could be a question in the minds 
of some about the connection between sustainable food security, one of the expressions of 
the CGIAR goals, and poverty alleviation and protecting natural resources, a second 
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expression of those goals. How well are the two connected? Pursued through virtually 
any of its deftitions food security goes hand in hand with income--it is the poorest who 
are least “food secure”--so the concept of food security is closely linked to poverty and 
income. Indeed, not infrequently estimates of food security are inferred from estimates of 
income. There are, of course, ways to enhance the food security of the poor that do not 
involve increases in their earned income, e.g., through donations of food or through 
policies subsidizing their consumption. While perhaps appropriate for the short run, it is 
TAC’s belief that few of these stiategies would be regarded by the Group as satisfactory 
long run solutions. In general and in any long run, to achieve food security for large 
numbers of people in poor countries requires the alleviation of poverty through increased 
productivity. 
Poverty and Resource Degradation -- With poverty and natural resources as the 
major concerns in allocating CGIAR resources, there remains the question of the extent of 
our knowledge about the incidence of poverty and of resource degradation. Is that 
knowledge sufficient to effectively guide the allocation of CGIAR research resources? 
This question and others are treated in the notes on poverty and on natural resources. 
People Centred -- We note the importance of the judgement that the CGIAR’s 
work is people centred, with special attention to women and children. This point, is 
important in relating the goals of alleviating poverty and conserving natural resources. 
Without this element the TAC lacks a well defmed way to balance the productivity- 
increasing aspects of the CGIAR portfolio with the natural-resources aspect of that work. 
Certainly, the Group favours solutions that feature both aspects, and many such solutions 
are now in play. For example, disease resistant varieties add to average yields, 
increasing productivity, while simultaneously reducing the need for pesticides, protecting 
health and water quality. And IPM strategies for rice in Indonesia, through reducing the 
use of pesticides, have increased productivity by lowering costs and have simultaneously 
protected health and the environment. These are true “win-win” situations and certainly 
the System should pursue them vigorously. Some programmes, however, will have to 
choose between more productivity and more protection for natural resources. And some 
programmes, by their very nature, will give more weight to the one than to the other. In 
the past, in making judgements about the appropriate balance, TAC has largely relied on 
intuition and on notions of the Group’s concerns. 
Now, having explicitly put people at the centre, it would seem to follow that 
strategies can be judged in terms of their implications--short-run and, appropriately 
denominated, long-run--for the wellbeing of people through time and across generations. 
For poverty alleviation, as it is people’s poverty being alleviated, the people centred-test 
is clearly met. With natural resources the relationship can be less direct. Clearly the 
state of natural resources has much to do with the well-being of people. Some part of 
that is in the aesthetic and ethical considerations that motivate humankind. Some part of 
it relates to their health and to the health of the broader environments on which they rely. 
Especially for poor people, however, a larger part must come from the potential of those 
resources, wherever their effects are felt, for reducing their poverty, today or in the 
future. In assessing the priority of CGIAR activities, then, the people centred stance 
suggests that the weight given to protecting natural resources should, in large measure, 
depend on their probable role (on-site or off-site) in poverty alleviation in the future. 
And in making such assessments, judgements about that role in poverty alleviation must 
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be made in the context of the four kinds of capital that are now seen to play pivotal roles 
in’economic and social development--human capital, natural resources, physical capital 
and social capital. (See Nurturina DeveloDment, Ismail Serageldin, and also the TAC’s 
note on Natural Resources Management Research.) 
TAC understands the urgency of carefully searching for situations offering “win- 
win” outcomes, like those alluded to in the earlier paragraph. TAC will welcome further 
guidance from the Group on the balance between natural resources as a preferred 
investment for future poverty alleviation and their role in aesthetic, ethical, 
environmental, and other dimensions. 
Efficiency -- Consider now the major implications of efficiency as one of the 
Group’s primary concerns. Certainly in order to be efficient, the System must have 
impact commensurate with the investment in its activities. Having recognized that, 
however, more can be said about the theme. 
First, in this paper the focus on efficiency includes doing the right things (what 
some call effectiveness) and doing them the right way (the cost side of efficiency). In a 
sense, the discussion of this paper, aimed at priority setting, is concerned with ensuring 
that the System does the right things (is effective) in pursuing the goals of the Group. 
And, of course, the effective pursuit of the goals of the Group is presumed to be a 
necessary condition to being efficient in its eyes. 
The System is financed, in large measure, by those who are concerned with 
poverty and resource degradation wherever it occurs in the developing world. This global 
view encourages the TAC and the Centres to pursue research with broad applications, 
generic or quasi-generic applications, i. e . , research promising economies of size. The 
System’s most successful ventures to date have had that quality, they have been employed 
across vast spaces by large numbers of farmers. The opportunity to pursue economies of 
size has led the System to favour public goods with international applications, goods 
useful in more than one country. One consequence is that TAC assigns low priorities to 
activities associated with a single country. 
The efficiency argument has powerful consequences for the role of the CGIAR in 
working with NAPS. It implies working with NAPS where alliances, associations, 
collaborations, cooperation, contracts, and partnerships lower the cost of developing 
productivity-increasing, resource-conserving technologies and looking to NAPS as 
alternative sources of supply for products that might otherwise be in the CGIAR’s 
portfolio. And beyond NAPS, the concern for efficiency clearly calls into play the 
competencies of advanced institutions and the private sector as alternative suppliers for 
research products. (See notes on NARS and on Advanced Institutions.) 
Efficiency rests heavily on the likely extent of the use of the products of 
international public goods research, in effect, on the breadth of their impact. The broader 
the use and the higher the value of the resulting product, other things equal, the greater 
the gains from investment in the underlying activity. TAC has turned to FAO and to 
IFPRI for estimates of future developing country requirements for products of direct 
interest to the CGIAR and has assessed, at least notionally, several products which are 
not now in the System’s portfolio of work. Those projections run 15 to 20 years into the 
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future, when programmes initiated today will be bearing fruit. In the absence of 
evidently better options, TAC takes those estimates of future values and utilization as 
being most relevant to the questions at hand. 
Efficiency also compels the incorporation of uncertainties in setting priorities. 
These run in many dimensions, e.g., about utilization and value of products, about the 
quality of information available, about the rates at which technologies will be adopted, 
about the pace of discovery in thZ several disciplines of science being utilized, and about 
the likely progress in pursuing various research objectives. It is this last, the differing 
probabilities of success within given time frames, that is of most importance to TAC in 
assessing the System’s priorities. 
The Centres Greater Arena 
The concern for efficiency, coupled with an awareness that the System is but one 
of many potential suppliers of important international public goods for agriculture, has led 
to an emphasis on recognizing and utilizing what other suppliers might offer. Moreover, 
the concern for efficiency taken together with the growing complexity of the sciences 
underplanning agricultural research has led to a new emphasis on openness within the 
System, encouraging alliances, collaboration, contracts, cooperation, and partnerships 
with others as the Centres pursue the CGIAR agenda. 
This concern for the greater arena within which the CGIAR operates has led 
recently to discussion about the System’s potential role there. Some opine that the 
CGIAR should actively seek leadership, perhaps suggesting that the CGIAR identify 
global priorities and encourage the various players, including the IARCs, to orient their 
work so as to effectively pursue those priorities. In response to this, it is said that, 
except for its own centres, the CGIAR lacks the incentives and sanctions that would be 
required to guide the work of others, so that its leadership role must be a limited one. 
Even so, it may be that voluntary mechanisms are the most practical way to achieve 
international collaboration in research on public goods and that the CGIAR is the best 
available vehicle to foster voluntarism. 
Continuing on this line, it has been noted that, while the CGIAR accounts for but 
4% of the total agricultural research targeted to developing countries, it has a significantly 
larger portion of the research in the areas in which it concentrates its energies--public 
goods research aimed largely at resource-conserving, productivity-increasing technologies 
for important activities of special relevance to the poor. Against this background, all 
agree that the CGIAR must recognize the potential contributions of others. Many argue 
that, at a minimum, the CGIAR should be aware of what others are doing that is 
significant in its current areas of emphasis and must permit that awareness to influence its 
own priorities. For the most part, of course, CGIAR scientists stay abreast of what is 
evidently relevant to their own work. (For more on this, see the note on Advanced 
Research Institutes.) Beyond this, some go on to say that TAC should ensure that an 
inventory of relevant activities be developed, with its efforts resting largely on the 
expertise of the Centres. 
Given that the System must remain cognizant of what others are doing in the areas 
of work that are important to the CGIAR and should integrate that awareness into its own 
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decision making, there are still two possible stances that might be adopted. In one, the 
System would take what others are doing as given and shape its work around theirs. In 
the other, the System would interact with others to encourage a broad recognition of 
comparative advantage, with each player shaping a portfolio that conforms with that test. 
The second, of course, promises the most efficient distribution of effort, presumes the 
most about CGIAR influence, and implies the largest transaction costs for the CGIAR. 
A Framework For Priority Seffig 
TAC’s suggested framework for the current round of priority settings has four 
dimensions. The first relates to choices among the principal undertakings of the System 
(increasing productivity; protecting the environment; saving biodiversity; improving 
policies; and strengthening NARS). A second relates to the four production sectors 
(crops, livestock, forests and fish). The third pertains to the emphasis on one crop versus 
another (e.g., the relative importance of rice versus cassava). The fourth dimension 
relates to the Systemwide Programmes, (e.g., the relative importance of slash-and-burn 
systems versus the rice/wheat based production systems). : 
Notice that this represents a change from the previous round of priority setting in 
that the regional dimension (e.g., the relative importance of Sub-Saharan Africa and Latin 
America) has been suppressed. Assuming the Group’s endorsement, this will no longer 
be a separate or independent criterion introduced a peon’. Rather a region’s priority will 
emerge from the emphasis on poverty, alternative sources of supply, probabilities of 
success, and concern for natural resources, among other considerations. 
TAC’s initial efforts will focus on shaping priorities for each of the four 
dimensions. Some of that work can be done against a quantitative base. As examples, 
comparisons among commodities can be so based, along with some of the work for 
comparison among sectors. Much of TAC’s work, however, must rely on qualitative 
assessments and judgements, albeit within a systematic framework. TAC will continue to 
look to expert counsel from a variety of sources in all of these arenas. (See also the note 
on Process). And we expect to have tangible arguments improving transparency where 
intuition and judgement have played a major role in decision making. 
Projects -- In recent presentations TAC has referred to a future in which Centre 
activities will be described in the form of projects. Preparations continue as Centres 
develop the infrastructure required to effectively employ the project framework. Some 
have completed the work, indeed some have been employing the framework for several 
years, others are still in process. TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat will continue to 
monitor progress in the expectation of an early completion of a systemwide approach. 
TAC adds that it does not expect to set priorities and to allocate resources at the 
project level. TAC’s impression is that Centre management, supported by the critical 
specialized knowledge of Centre staff, is best able to utilize the project framework for 
allocating centre resources. At the same time, TAC sees the Centres’ project portfolios 
as tools useful in its own work. 
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Concluding Observations and Themes For Discussion 
L 
l 
l . 
In brief, as the TAC sees it from all of this, it must take into account several 
major considerations as it advises on priorities. Four of these emerge directly from the 
Group’s dominant concerns with the emphasis on people; on poverty; on conserving 
natural resources, and on efficiency. Four others have been derived: international public 
goods, alternative suppliers, future needs for products, and probabilities of success 
through IARC activities. These will be major elements shaping the priority setting in 
which TAC engages. 
TAC does not expect to start a zero-based analysis of priorities for resource 
allocation for the period 1998-2000. Instead, given the long horizons in research, the 
uncertainties surrounding the process, and the costs of rapid shifts in emphasis, TAC will 
take current allocations as its point of departure. TAC will then pursue vigorously the 
agreed criteria in rebalancing priorities. Clearly, the discussions at ICW with the Group 
will be critically important in establishing which criteria are to be applied and what 
relative weights each is to be given. 
Finally, to summarize the central points raised here: 
1. As TAC understands it, its analysis of priorities should rest on the four 
primary concerns (people-centred; efficiency; poverty alleviation; and 
conserving natural resources) and four derived considerations (international 
public goods, alternative suppliers, future needs for products, and 
probabilities of success through research). 
2. TAC favours a framework for recommendations on priorities based on 
undertakings, production sectors, commodities, and Systemwide 
programmes. 
3. TAC tends to assign relatively low priorities to activities associated with a 
particular country as compared with those assigned to international public 
pmds. 
TAC notes, again, that several themes alluded to in this paper, e.g., the Group’s 
concern with both the on-site and off-site consequences of resource degradation, are 
covered in other notes. 
